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Introductory Comments 

In response to the advisory action dated October 31, 2007 (hereinafter "the advisory 
action"), the Applicant requests review of the final rejection in the above-identified application. 
No amendments are being filed with this request. A Notice of Appeal under 37 C.F.R. § 
41.31(a)(1) is being filed herewith. 

Claims 100-119 remain pending and stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0046255 to Moore et al. 
(hereinafter "Moore") in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,991,381 to Bouanaka et al. (hereinafter 
"Bouanaka"). (Page 2 of the final Office action dated August 13, 2007, hereinafter "the final 
Office action.") The Applicant respectfully disagrees, and believes such allegations represent 
clear error in establishing a prima facie rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103. The Applicant thus 
respectfully requests review of the rejection for at least the following reasons. 
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Pre- Appeal Brief Request for Review 



Remarks 

Independent method claim 100 provides, in part, "in a first one of the web-sites, 
interacting with a first one of the end-users over the Internet, and in response, transferring a first 
communication account request over the Internet to an account server. ..." (Emphasis supplied.) 
Further, claim 100 provides "in the account server, validating the first web site in response to 
receiving the first communication account request ... and transferring the first account code over 
the Internet to the first web site." Independent system claim 1 10 incorporates similar provisions. 

The final Office action alleges that Moore teaches all limitations of claim 100, except for 
validating the web site in response to receiving the first communication account request in the 
account server. (Page 3 of the final Office action.) The final Office action further alleges that 
"Bouanaka teaches a server that validates a request in response to receiving a communication 
account request (figure 2: 40). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the 
art would have been motivated to validate a website in response to receiving a request in order to 
process user's request automatically, thus allowing users to access the resource." (Id.) The 
Applicant respectfully disagrees with these allegations, as the combination of Moore and 
Bouanaka neither teaches nor suggests many of these limitations. 

Account Server, and Communication Therewith 

Both the final Office action and the advisory action allege that Moore and Bounaka each 
teach an account server, and communications between a website and an account server over the 
Internet. (See, for example, pages 2, 5, and 6 of the final Office action, and the first paragraph of 
the continuation sheet of the advisory action.) The Applicant respectfully disagrees. As 
discussed in depth in the most recent response filed October 10, 2007 (hereinafter "the most 
recent response"), neither Moore nor Bounaka teaches or suggests a separate account server, or 
communications between a website and such an account server over the Internet, as set forth in 
claims 100 and 1 10. (Please see the detailed discussion under the heading "Account Server, and 
Communication Therewith" on pages 6-8 of the most recent response of October 10, 2007.) 

Website Validation 

As indicated in the final Office action, Moore does not teach or suggest "in the account 
server, validating the first web site in response to receiving the first communication request." 
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(Page 3 of the final Office action.) However, the final Office action alleges that "Bouanaka 
teaches a server that validates a request in response to receiving a communication account 
request (figure 2: 40)." (Page 3 of the final Office action; emphasis supplied.) 

The Applicant respectfully notes two separate problems with this allegation. For one, 
whether Bouanaka validates a request is unimportant, as claims 100 and 110 provide for 
validation of the website transferring the communication account request over the Internet to the 
account server, not the request itself. Secondly, Bounaka does not teach or suggest such 
validation of a website. 

In its Response to Arguments, the final Office action indicates that "it is not the website, 
but the user request message (through the web server) that is validated as evidence[d] by the 
specification [at] page 7[,] lines 14-20. In fact, nowhere in the specification discusses any 
validation of a website." (Page 6 of the final Office action.) The Applicant respectfully 
disagrees. The portion of the present application cited in the final Office action states that "the 
communication account system 300 receives the communication account request message and 
processes the message to validate the web server 301 at step 404. The validation process 
includes performing a lookup operation that compares an address identification associated with 
the web server 301 with a list of valid web server address identifications." (Page 7, lines 17-21; 
emphasis supplied.) Thus, both the cited portion of the specification and the claims in question 
indeed disclose validation of a web site (i.e., a web server) and, conversely, do not indicate that 
the request message is being validated. In addition, while the final Office action refers to the 
request message as a "user request message," claims 100 and 1 10 only refer to a "communication 
account request," and do not require that a user initiate the request. 

In response, the advisory action instead maintains that the passage of the present 
application cited above indicates that a web server, as opposed to a website, is being validated. 
(Second paragraph of the continuation sheet of the advisory action.) In response, the Applicant 
notes that the terms "website" and "web server" are employed interchangeably in the present 
application. (See, for example, "a customer connects to a service provider's website. . ." at page 
2, line 28, and "a user e.g. 104 connects to the web server 301" at page 7, lines 13 and 14, of the 
present application; emphasis supplied.) Thus, the Applicant respectfully asserts once again that 
the present application discusses validation of a website. 

Further, as mentioned above, the Applicant respectfully contends that Bouanaka does not 
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teach or suggest the validation of either a website or web server. Generally, Bouanaka discloses 
"[a] calling card validation method and system for automatically issuing calling cards and 
placing charges on customer's telephone bill." (Abstract.) To this end, a calling card computer 
terminal 18 of a computer system 10 receives a user's request for a calling card, processes the 
request, and issues a calling card request message (CCRM) to a database server 26 of a telephone 
system 20. (Fig. 1; operations 30-38 of Fig. 2, and column 3, lines 35-65.) In response, the 
database server 26 accesses a database containing customer account and billing information so 
that the charges for the calling card may be added to the customer's telephone account. (Fig. 1; 
operations 40-48 of Fig. 2; and column 3, line 66, to column 4, line 6.) Thus, in Bouanaka the 
existence of the customer's telephone account is being validated, not a website, and not the 
request for a calling card. (See, for example, operation 40 of Fig. 2, which discloses the 
operation of "search[ing] telephone database for telephone account validation." (Emphasis 
supplied.) In fact, Bouanaka does not appear to mention websites at all (as discussed above), 
much less their validation. Thus, Bouanaka does not teach or suggest validation of a website, as 
provided for in claims 100 and 110, and such indication is respectfully requested. 

Motivation to Combine Moore and Bouanaka 

The final Office action also indicates that "[a]t the time the invention was made, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to validate a website in response to receiving 
a request in order to process [the] user's request automatically, thus allowing users to access 
the resource." (Page 3 of the final Office action.) The Applicant respectfully disagrees for two 
reasons. The websites of Moore does not appear to require any kind of validation since all of the 
websites disclosed therein are hosted on a single website system hardware 120. Further, Moore 
appears to already process user requests for communication service at least as automatically as 
Bouanaka. Thus, the Applicant asserts that no motivation exists to combine Moore with 
Bouanaka, and such indication is respectfully requested. 

Given the foregoing, the Applicant asserts that claims 100 and 1 10 are allowable in view 
of the combination of Moore and Bouanaka for at least the reasons provided above, and such 
indication is respectfully requested. 

Claims 101-109 depend from independent claim 100, and claims 111-119 depend from 
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independent claim 110, thus incorporating the provisions of their corresponding independent 
claims. Thus, the Applicant contends that claims 101-109 and 1 1 1-1 19 are allowable for at least 
the same reasons provided above regarding claims 100 and 110, and such indication is 
respectfully requested. 

Conclusion 

Based on the above remarks, the Applicant respectfully requests reversal of the 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103 rejection of claims 100-119. 

The Applicant hereby authorizes the Office to charge Deposit Account No. 21-0765 the 
appropriate fee under 37 C.F.R. § 41.20(b)(1) for the Notice of Appeal filed herewith, as well as 
the fee under 37 C.F.R. § 1.17(a)(1) for a one-month extension of time. The Applicant believes 
no additional fees are due with respect to this filing. However, should the Office determine 
additional fees are necessary, the Office is hereby authorized to charge Deposit Account No. 21- 
0765 accordingly. 

Respectfully submitted. 



Date: 11/27/2007 /Kvle J. Wav/ 
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6450 Sprint Parkway 

Mailstop: KSOPHN0312-3A461 

Overland Park, KS 66251 
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